
See response to comment FA1-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND375 – Christopher Dapkins

Individual Comments

IND375-1

See the response to comment FA4-51 regarding Constitution’s 
mitigation plans.

IND375-2

The proposed project would cross Kortright Creek more than a 
mile from Hanford Mills.  In addition, the crossing of Kortright 
Creek would be downstream of Hanford Mills.  Also Hanford 
Mills draws water from the ponded area of Kortright Creek just 
outside of the mill.  As discussed in section 4.3.6 of the EIS, 
Constitution would maintain base flow for all waterbodies used 
for hydrostatic testing.  In addition, we are recommending that 
Constitution file written approval from the NYSDEC allowing 
water withdrawal from Oquaga, Ouleout, Kortright, and 
Schoharie Creeks, as well as listing any timing restrictions that 
would be placed on water withdrawals at those locations.  For 
these reasons, impacts on Hanford Mills from the proposed 
projects are not expected. 

IND375-3

As stated in section 4.3.3.5 of the EIS, hydrostatic test water 
would be withdrawn between December 2014 and March 2015.  
Table 4.3.3-5 of the EIS provides estimates of hydrostatic water 
needed from each waterbody. 

IND375-4

As stated in section 4.8.1.5 of the EIS, the proposed access roads 
are listed in appendix E.  The access roads are also depicted on 
the maps in appendix B of the EIS.  Constitution would be 
required to manage stormwater runoff from access roads. 

IND375-5

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comment FA4-24 regarding 
hydrostatic testing.

IND375-6

Section 4.4 of the EIS has been revised to provide additional 
information regarding filling of wetlands.  See the response to 
comment CO50-79 regarding enforcement of our agricultural 
mitigation measures. 

IND375-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND375 – Christopher Dapkins (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND205-3.IND375-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND376 – Stuart Anderson

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the comment meetings 
are noted.  See the response to comment CO50-108.

IND376-1

The commentor’s statements regarding bullying are noted.  See 
the response to comment CO47-1 regarding Williams’s safety 
record.  See also the response to comment FA4-12 regarding 
compliance with permit requirements through our third-party 
monitoring program.

IND376-2

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding public necessity 
and export.  See the response to IND13-3 regarding safety.  See 
the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.

IND376-3

See the response to comments CO50-55, IND10-5, and IND106-
1 regarding the benefits of the proposed projects. 

IND376-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND376 – Stuart Anderson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition are noted.IND376-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND377 – Mary Colleen McKinney

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND377-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND377 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND378 – Michael Stolzer

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO47-1 regarding safety.  In 
addition see the response to comment FA4-12 regarding our 
third-party monitoring program.

IND378-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND379 – Patty Woodbury

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the Northeast Expansion Project 
is noted.

IND379-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND380 – Michael Stolzer

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments CO26-19 and IND21-7. IND380-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Kathy Shimberg

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the comment meetings 
are noted.  See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the 
comment meetings.

IND381-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Kathy Shimberg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Comment letters received were considered by the FERC staff and 
where appropriate, the EIS text has been updated.

IND381-2

See the response to comments LA7-5 and CO39-3.IND381-3

The commentor’s statements regarding the draft EIS are noted.  
See response to comment FA1-1.

IND381-4

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See response to comment FA1-1..

IND381-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Kathy Shimberg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.  See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND381-6

The commentor’s statement regarding impacts is noted.IND381-7

See the response to comment FA4-45.  The proposed pipeline 
would transport natural gas, not oil or chemicals.

IND381-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Kathy Shimberg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.IND381-9

See the response to comment LA1-4 and FA4-45. IND381-10

See the response to comment CO47-1.  See the response to 
comment IND13-3 and section 4.12 of the EIS regarding safety 
of the proposed projects.

IND381-11

See the response to comment LA7-5.  See the response to 
comment CO47-1 regarding safety.

IND381-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Kathy Shimberg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO1-2.  See the response to 
comment LA5-3 regarding insurance and mortgages.

IND381-13

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.  See the response to comment CO57-4 regarding health.

IND381-14

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values. IND381-15

Mitigation for wetlands and forested lands would result in 
preservation at another location in New York.  As stated in 
section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS, in the event that construction of the 
pipeline temporarily impacted private or public well or spring 
quality or yield, Constitution would provide alternative water 
sources or other compensation to the owner. 

IND381-16

See the response to comment CO57-4 regarding health.  See the 
response to comment LA1-1 regarding road repairs.

IND381-17

See the response to comment IND13-3. IND381-18
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INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Kathy Shimberg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for shallow bedrock (sections 2.3.1 and 
4.1.3; appendix I), karst (section 4.1.3.6), and blasting (section 
4.1.3.8).  See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion.  See the response to comments CO1-5 and 
IND113-1 regarding flooding. 

IND381-19

See the response to comment IND368-1.IND381-20

The commentor’s statements regarding pipelines are noted.  See 
the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.

IND381-21
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INDIVIDUALS
IND382 – Thomas C. Earle

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3.  In accordance with the 
Natural Gas Act, if an applicant receives a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and necessity, it conveys the right of eminent 
domain with it for the facilities approved in that certificate.

IND382-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND383 – Claudia H. Gorman

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO41-23 regarding 
industrialization.  See the response to comments CO50-55 and 
IND106-1 regarding jobs.  See the response to comment CO1-1 
regarding environmental impacts.

IND383-1

The commentor’s statements of opposition regarding the 
proposed projects are noted.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides 
a discussion of renewable energy. 

IND383-2

S-1632



INDIVIDUALS
IND384 – Claudia H. Gorman

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding our third-party 
monitoring program.  The FERC’s third-party compliance 
monitor would also monitor adherence to any permit 
requirements.

IND384-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain. IND384-2

The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed projects are 
noted.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
renewable energy.

IND384-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Bridget

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement in opposition to the proposed 
projects is noted.  See the response to comment IND13-3 
regarding safety.  See the response to comments CO1-4 and 
IND169-1 regarding erosion.  See the response to comments 
CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding flooding.

IND385-1

See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding impacts on roads.IND385-2

See the response to comment CO47-1 regarding safety. IND385-3

See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding roads. IND385-4

Section 4.11.2 of the EIS discusses noise ordinances.IND385-5

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND385-6

Section 2.2.2 of the EIS states Constitution proposes to use 
remotely controlled MLVs along the pipeline route.  Remotely 
controlled MLVs would be continuously monitored at 
Constitution’s gas control center and in the event of an incident, 
an electronic command to close the valve can be sent. 

IND385-7

See response to comment FA1-1.IND385-8

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain. IND385-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Bridget (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND386 – Patrick Conway

Individual Comments

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
for interior forest and forest fragmentation are discussed in the 
EIS (section 4.5.3).

IND386-1

Section 4.11.2 of the EIS provides a discussion on noise-related 
impacts from blasting.  See the response to comment IND110-6 
regarding water quality and blasting.

IND386-2

See the response to comments LA8-3 and IND116-1 regarding 
water quality.

IND386-3

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1.IND386-4

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing. 

IND386-5

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment IND44-2 regarding the 
Commission’s decision making process.  Section 3.1.2.3 provides 
a discussion of renewable energy.

IND386-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND387 – Stacia Norman

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement against the proposed projects is 
noted.  See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing. 

IND387-1

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.  Section 
3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable energy.  
See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change 
and methane leakage. 

IND387-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND388 – Michael Gorr

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment IND13-3. 

IND388-1

See the response to comment IND21-17 regarding fugitive 
emissions.  See the response to comment SA6-2 regarding 
climate change. 

IND388-2

Section 4.11.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of air quality 
impacts and proposed mitigation.

IND388-3

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest and forest 
fragmentation (section 4.5.3).

IND388-4

See the response to comment IND110-6 regarding water quality 
and blasting.

IND388-5

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.IND388-6S-1638



INDIVIDUALS
IND389 – Albert Crudo

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1 regarding extension of the 
comment period.  See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding 
Constitution’s proposed communication towers.

IND389-1

As stated in section 2.7 of the EIS, Constitution has not identified 
or proposed any plans for future expansion of its system or 
abandonment of any of the projects’ facilities.  See the response 
to comment FA4-46 regarding Leatherstocking’s proposal.  The 
Leatherstocking Project is not part of Constitution’s project.  See 
the response to comment CO26-18 regarding Iroquois’ SoNo 
Project.  See the response to comment SA4-6 regarding increased 
transport along the proposed pipeline.

IND389-2

See response to comment FA1-1.IND389-3

Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of cumulative 
impacts.

IND389-4

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Interior forest and forest fragmentation are discussed 
in section 4.5.3 of the EIS.

IND389-5

The commentor’s statements regarding the alternatives section of 
the EIS is noted.  See the response to comment CO26-16.

IND389-6

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.IND389-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND390 – Evan Ramos

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts, including a discussion of hydraulic 
fracturing, are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND390-1

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion. 

IND390-2

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding information that 
was pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS.

IND390-3

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND390-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND391 – Jeannette F. Westcott

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  The proposed projects would not cross Dutch Hill 
Road.  Taylor Road would be crossed via conventional bore.  
Section 4.2.2.9 of the EIS provides a discussion of ground 
heaving due to frost. 

IND391-1

See the response to comment IND150-1 regarding rutting.IND391-2

As stated in section 2.3.29 of the EIS, permanent trench breakers 
would be installed in the trench surrounding the pipeline in areas 
of steep slopes with high erosion potential and to prevent the high 
velocity channeling of water along the trench line.

IND391-3

See response to comment LA7-5.IND391-4

See response to comment FA1-1.IND391-5

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding easement 
negotiations.  See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding 
safety.

IND391-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND392 – Jeannette F. Westcott

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding easements and the 
proposed projects are noted.  As stated in section 3.0 of the EIS, 
in accordance with the NEPA, the FERC policy states that 
alternatives to the proposed projects must be evaluated.  See the 
response to comment FA8-3 regarding easement negotiations. 

IND392-1

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s 
Community Grant program and conduct are noted. 

IND392-2

The commentor’s statements in opposition are noted.IND392-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND393 – Alan Gaydorus

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND393-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain 
and easement negotiations.

IND393-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND394 – Jeannette F. Westcott

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.

IND394-1

See the response to comment LA1-4 and comment FA4-45 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS 
provides a discussion of renewable energy.  See the response to 
comment SA6-1 regarding methane leakage.

IND394-2

The commentor’s request of the FERC is noted.IND394-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND395 – Gladys Paulsen

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.  Section 4.11.1 of the EIS provides a 
discussion of potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures 
for air quality.

IND395-1

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
renewable energy.

IND395-2

See the response comment to CO57-4.IND395-3

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.IND395-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND396 – Helen Ehman

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

IND396-1

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.  Section 4.11.1 of the EIS provides a 
discussion of potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures 
for air quality.

IND396-2

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.  See the response to comment IND13-
3 regarding safety.  See the response to comment FA8-3 
regarding eminent domain. 

IND396-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND397 – Ling Tsou

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA8-3 regarding drinking water.  
See the response to comments FA4-23 and IND104-2 regarding 
waterbody crossings.  Section 4.4.5 of the EIS has been revised 
to provide updated information regarding wetland mitigation.

IND397-1

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding methane leakage. IND397-2

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment CO50-22 regarding the number of 
easements Constitution has obtained.

IND397-3

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment FA1-1.  The 
commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K is 
noted.

IND397-4

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND397-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Joseph Falis

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND398-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND399 – Joel and Julie Wexler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1.  See the response to 
comment CO37-10 regarding permits.  See the response to 
comment FA4-3 regarding surveys.

IND399-1

The commentor’s statements in opposition are noted.  See the 
response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values. 

IND399-2

See the responses to comments FA1-1 and FA4-3.IND399-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND400 – Vera Scroggins

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding public necessity.IND400-1

See response to comment CO47-1.IND400-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND401 – Allegra Schecter

Individual Comments

See response to comment CO47-1.  See the response to comment 
IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND401-1

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion.

IND401-2

See the response to comment CO43-8 regarding collocation.  
Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest (section 4.5.3), 
waterbodies (section 4.3.3), steep slopes (sections 2.3.2, and 
4.1.3; appendix G), and wetlands (section 4.4 and appendix L).  
Blasting is discussed in section 4.1.3.8 of the EIS.

IND401-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND402 – Dennis Gonseth

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need and 
comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  Section 3.4.3.2 of 
the EIS has been revised to reflect our assessment of alternative 
routes related to the Stanton (where we recommended a minor 
route variation) and BOCES (where we recommended impact 
minimization measures) parcels. 

IND402-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.  See the response to comment CO47-1.  
See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding extension of the 
comment period.

IND402-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND402 – Dennis Gonseth (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND403 – Artineh Havan

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts, including a discussion of hydraulic 
fracturing, are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND403-1

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion. 

IND403-2

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding information that 
was pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS.

IND403-3

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND403-4

S-1654



INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Miriam Solloway

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45.  See the response to 
comment LA7-5 regarding export.  See the response to comment 
LA1-4 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND404-1

If the proposed projects receive authorization from the 
Commission, Constitution and Iroquois would only be permitted 
to clear trees in areas approved by the Commission as discussed 
in the EIS (see section 4.5 of the EIS) or approved as part of a 
post-certificate variance request (see section 2.5.4 of the EIS).  
As described in section 2.5.3, third-party compliance monitors 
under the direction of the FERC would conduct daily 
construction monitoring of Constitution and Iroquois’ actions.  
Full-time FERC staff would also complete routine inspections in 
addition to the third-party monitors.  Both the EIs and the third-
party compliance monitors would complete inspections on a daily 
basis and would have stop-work authority. 

IND404-2

As discussed in section 4.8.1.5 of the EIS, some of the proposed 
access roads would require improvements including the addition 
of gravel or culverts and the removal or clearing of trees in order 
to accommodate the movement of equipment and materials to the 
construction right-of-way (appendix E).  Any additional clearing 
of trees beyond what is currently proposed by Constitution and 
Iroquois would require additional review by the Commission.

IND404-3

As discussed in section 4.3.3.5 of the EIS, Constitution and 
Iroquois would also use municipal water sources for dust control 
activities.  The Applicants would obtain all appropriate permits 
and authorizations required prior to conducting any dust control 
activities. 

IND404-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Miriam Solloway (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding road repairs.IND404-6

Constitution and Iroquois are proposing to modify the existing 
Wright Compressor Station rather than install a new compressor 
station.  See the response to comment CO41-21 and IND13-14 
regarding air quality.  See the response to comment SA2-2 
regarding noise impacts.

IND404-7

See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding the 
communication towers.

IND404-8

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need.IND404-9

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.IND404-10

As discussed in section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Constitution 
developed a Residential Access and Traffic Mitigation Plan.  The 
plan contains details regarding:

• locations and types of temporary traffic control 
measures, including signage, channelization devices, 
barricades, and flagmen;
• a communication plan for public notification of the 

location and duration of road closures;
• crossings of private driveways; and
• emergency access response management, which 
includes establishing temporary travel lanes and the 
staging of steel plate bridges on-site to place over the 
open trench in the event that emergency vehicles need 
to use the roadway.

We determined that Constitution’s plan would adequately reduce 
impacts on traffic flow.  Based on the mitigation measures listed 
above, we expect the impacts from construction across and 
within roadways to be minor and temporary.

IND404-5

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment SA6-1 regarding methane leakage.

IND404-11
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INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Miriam Solloway (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Interior forest and forest fragmentation are discussed in section 
4.5.3 of the EIS.

IND404-13

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.

IND404-14

See the response to comment CO1-2.  The commentor’s request 
that the proposed projects be denied is noted.

IND404-15

See the response to comment CO57-4.IND404-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Julie Solloway

Individual Comments

See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding the 
communication towers.

IND405-2

The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed project are 
noted.  See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND405-3

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND405-4

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need.IND405-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.IND405-5

See the responses to comments IND404-3 and IND404-5.IND405-6

We assume the commentor is referring to the Spread 4b 
contractor yard.  This contactor yard is no longer part of 
Constitution’s proposal (see section 2.2.3 of the EIS).

IND405-7

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.IND405-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND406 – Cathy McNulty

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding an extension of 
the comment period.

IND406-2

The commentor’s statements regarding the comment meeting and 
a request for public meeting in Delaware County are noted.  See 
the response to comment CO50-108.

IND406-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND407 – Michael Barnes

Individual Comments

Section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS has been revised to discuss this parcel.    
We support the collocation of pipelines with existing utilities 
where practical and recognize the value of collocation in regard 
to environmental resources.  However it is not always practical or 
feasible to collocate with an existing utility.  See the response to 
comment LA5-3 regarding insurance, property values, and 
mortgages.  The commentor’s request to deny the proposed 
projects is noted.

IND407-2

The commentors’ statements regarding their land are noted.  See 
the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  See 
the response to comment LA5-3 regarding mortgages. 

IND407-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND407 – Michael Barnes (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Kristina Fedorov

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.

IND408-2

See the response to comment IND110-6 regarding water quality 
and blasting.  See the response to comment CO16-3 regarding 
spills of hazardous materials. 

IND408-3

See the response to comment CO41-23 regarding 
industrialization of the project area.  See the response to 
comment IND404-5 regarding traffic.  Noise is discussed in 
section 4.11.1 of the EIS.

IND408-4

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.  Sensitive resources, as well as potential 
impacts and mitigation, are discussed in the EIS for interior forest 
(section 4.5.3) and wildlife (section 4.6). 

IND408-1

See the response to comment IND205-1.IND408-5

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding 
export.  See the response to comment IND205-3 regarding fuel 
prices.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
renewable energy. 

IND408-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Cathy McNulty

Individual Comments

See response to comment CO47-1.IND409-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Cathy McNulty (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Cathy McNulty (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND410 – Cathy McNulty 

Individual Comments

The commentor’s link to a series of internet videos is noted.IND410-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND411 – Michael Fedorov 

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
renewable energy. 

IND411-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND412 – Cathy McNulty 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO47-1 regarding safety 
inspections.

IND412-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND412 – Cathy McNulty (cont’d) 

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND413 – Katherine O’Donnell 

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements are noted.  See the response to 
comments CO1-1 and CO1-2. 

IND413-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND414 – Harold D. Wright

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to move the pipeline to existing rights-
of-way is noted.  See the response to comment FA4-21 regarding 
collocation.

IND414-1

See the response to comment LA10-3.  Section 4.3.1 of the EIS 
discusses ground water resources. 

IND414-2

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for wetlands (section 4.4 and appendix 
L).  See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND133-1 
regarding flooding.

IND414-3

See the response to comment IND348-1 regarding the Cobleskill 
reservoir.

IND414-4

See the response to comments CO1-1 and CO1-2.IND414-5S-1671



INDIVIDUALS
IND415 – Michael Bosetti 

Individual Comments

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND415-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND416 – Dorothy Mackie

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND416-1

See the response to comment FA4-45.  See the response to 
comment CO1-2.  See the response to comment CO57-4 
regarding health impacts.  See the response to comment LA1-1 
regarding road repairs.  See the response to comment LA5-3 
regarding property values and mortgages.

IND416-2

See the response to comment CO41-23 regarding 
industrialization.  See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding 
eminent domain. 

IND416-3

See the response to comment IND10-5 regarding benefits.  See 
the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export. 

IND416-4

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  Section 
4.12 provides a discussion of pipeline leaks..

IND416-5

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding an extension of 
the comment period.  See the response to comment CO50-108 
regarding the comment meetings.

IND416-6

The commentor’s request to ban hydraulic fracturing is noted.IND416-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND417 – N

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.  The draft EIS provided 
instructions on how to file comments with the FERC.  The draft 
EIS also provided the contact information of FERC staff 
available to assist the public in submitting comments.

IND417-1

See the response to comments FA4-45 and LA1-4. IND417-2

See the response to comment IND341-12 regarding defoliants.IND417-3

Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of projects in the 
project area which could result in cumulative impacts.

IND417-4

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export of natural 
gas. 

IND417-5

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.IND417-6

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion.

IND417-7

See response to comment FA1-1.IND417-8

The commentor’s request for a moratorium is noted.  See the 
response to comment LA1-4.

IND417-9

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND417-10

See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding road repairs.  See 
the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values and 
insurance.  Section 4.9.2 of the EIS discusses tourism.

IND417-11

See the response to comment IND163-1 regarding ground 
temperature changes.

IND417-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND417 – N (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1675



INDIVIDUALS
IND418 – Paul A. Thayer

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND418-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND418-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND419 – Ann Moschovakis

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND419-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Margery Schab

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment IND10-5 regarding benefits of the 
proposed projects.  See the response to comment LA7-5 
regarding the Applicants’ purported public need.  See the 
response to comment CO57-4 regarding health.

IND420-1

See the response to section SA6-1 regarding climate change.  See 
the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.  See the 
comment to CO26-10 regarding induced development.  Section 
3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable energy.  
The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND420-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Margery Schab (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND421 – Dennis Tomkins

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.IND421-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND421-2

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment IND205-3 regarding the price of 
gas.

IND421-3

The commentor’s statement regarding the United States’ reserves 
of natural gas is noted.

IND421-4

See the response to comment IND205-1 regarding jobs.  See the 
response to comment CO41-23 regarding industrialization of the 
project area.  Section 4.9.2 of the EIS provides discusses tourism.

IND421-5

See the response to comments CO41-21 and IND13-4 regarding 
air quality.  See the response to comment IND341-12 regarding 
herbicides.  See the response to comment FA4-45. 

IND421-6

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding methane leakage.  
Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.  The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to 
alternative K is noted.

IND421-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND422 – Jennifer Mosher

Individual Comments

As stated in section 1.0 of the EIS, Constitution Pipeline 
Company, LLC is jointly owned by Williams Partners Operating, 
LLC; Cabot Pipeline Holdings, LLC; Piedmont Constitution 
Pipeline Company, LLC; and Capital Energy Ventures 
Corporation.  These corporations would manage construction and 
operation of the pipeline.  See the response to comment CO47-1 
regarding Cabot and Williams’ safety records. 

IND422-1

Section 1.1 of the EIS has been revised to provide current 
information regarding the purpose and need of the projects.  See 
the responses to comment FA4-46 and SA2-4 regarding 
Leatherstocking.  As stated in section 1.1 of the EIS, the two 
shippers are Cabot Oil and Gas Corporation and Southwestern 
Energy Services Company.

IND422-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND422 – Jennifer Mosher (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO43-17 and CO42-17 regarding 
alternatives. 

IND422-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND422 – Jennifer Mosher (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND166-1.  The pressure values the 
commentor is referring to would be the pressure that gas would 
be received at the M&R stations at either end of the pipeline.  
The pipeline in between these two stations would operate around 
1,440 psig.

IND422-4

The commentor’s statements in opposition are noted.  Section 
3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable energy.

IND422-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND423 – Barbara Kerr

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed pipeline 
route are noted.  See the response to comment IND288-1.  See 
the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.

IND423-1

Constitution has not proposed to fill wetlands on the 
commentor’s parcel (see appendix L).

IND423-2

See the response to LA5-3 regarding property values and 
insurance.  See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding 
property taxes.  See the response to comment CO45-1 regarding 
liability.  See the response to comment CO47-1 regarding 
Williams’ safety record.

IND423-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND423 – Barbara Kerr (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s 
Community Grants is noted.  See the response to comment FA1-1 
regarding an extension of the comment period.

IND423-4

See the response to comment CO1-2.  See the response to 
comment LA5-3 regarding property values, insurance, and 
mortgages.  See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND423-5

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND423-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND424 – Marilyn Sango-Jordan

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding. 

IND424-1

Between MP 105.81 and 106.66 the proposed pipeline would 
cross 9 different unnamed waterbodies identified as “UNT to the 
Cobleskill Creek.”  The waterbody would be within the proposed 
workspace but not crossed by the pipe for three locations within 
this milepost range.  Sensitive resources, as well as potential 
impacts and mitigation, are discussed in the EIS for waterbodies 
(section 4.3.3) and farmland/agriculture (sections 2.3.2, 4.2, 
4.8.4, and appendix J).

IND424-2

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.

IND424-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND425 – Jessica Farrell

Individual Comments

Responses to the commentor’s previous letter can be found at 
IND347.  The commentor’s statements regarding Amphenol are 
noted.  See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the 
comment meetings.  See the response to comment CO1-1.  The 
commentor’s opposition of the proposed projects is noted. 

IND425-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND425 – Jessica Farrell (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND425 – Jessica Farrell (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND426 – Lynn Fischer

Individual Comments

Section 4.12 provides a discussion of safety.  We note that many 
of the commentor’s examples are for incidents involving crude 
oil, diesel, or other petroleum liquids, which are not particularly 
relevant to the proposed project.  See the response to comment 
IND13-3 regarding safety. 

IND426-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND426 – Lynn Fischer (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND426 – Lynn Fischer (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the responses to comment LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND426-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND426 – Lynn Fischer (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND426-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND427 – L. Reik

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-22 regarding the number of 
landowners that have signed an easement agreement.  See the 
response to comment LA7-5 regarding the Applicants stated need 
for the proposed projects.  See the response to comment FA4-45 
regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

IND427-1

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export and need 
of the proposed projects.

IND427-2

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.IND427-3

See the response to comment FA6-10 regarding long-term 
monitoring of invasive species.  See the response to comment 
CO1-4 regarding forest interior and fragmentation.

IND427-4

See the response to comment IND13-5.IND427-5

As stated in section 4.10.4 of the EIS, Constitution and Iroquois 
may not begin construction (if approved) before receiving 
clearance from the FERC, the PHMC, and the OPRHP.

IND427-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND428 – Kenneth Jaffe

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO57-4 regarding health impacts.  
The commentor’s statements regarding birth defects from gas 
drilling are noted.  See the response to comment LA1-4. 

IND428-1

See the response to comments CO2-1 and CO43-8 regarding 
collocation.  See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND428-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND428 – Kenneth Jaffe (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND428 – Kenneth Jaffe (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND429 – Suzanne Winkler

Individual Comments

Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS provides information regarding 
Iroquois’ proposed modifications to the existing Wright 
Compressor Station.  In order to reduce overall impacts, Iroquois 
has proposed to modify its existing compressor station rather than 
Constitution construct a new one.  While true that pipeline 
companies often expand their systems, trying to predict that at 
this point is speculation.  Any future expansion of Constitution’s 
project, including a new compressor station, would require a 
new, separate NEPA review by the FERC and additional 
permitting by other local, state, and federal agencies.  See the 
response to comment CO41-29 regarding the Central Compressor 
Station. 

IND429-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND429 – Suzanne Winkler (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND429 – Suzanne Winkler (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding the Applicants’ 
stated need for the projects.

IND429-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND430 – Eugene Marner

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO41-29 regarding the Central 
Compressor Station. 

IND430-1

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45. IND430-2

See the response to comment CO26-18 regarding the SoNo 
project.

IND430-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND430 – Eugene Marner (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment CO50-55 regarding positive 
impacts of the projects. 

IND430-4

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety and 
comment LA7-5 regarding export.  See the response to comment 
CO47-1 regarding Williams’ safety record.

IND430-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND430 – Eugene Marner (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND430 – Eugene Marner (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND431 – Kenneth Jaffe

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  Row crops may still be grown in 
agricultural areas following installation of the pipeline as 
described in section 4.8.1 of the EIS. 

IND431-1

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment CO1-2 
regarding collocation. 

IND431-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND431 – Kenneth Jaffe (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND431 – Kenneth Jaffe (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND432 – Linda Jaffe

Individual Comments

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation 
for farmland/agriculture are discussed in sections 2.3.2, 4.2, 
4.8.4, and appendix J of the EIS.

IND432-1

See the response to comment LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing. 

IND432-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND432 – Linda Jaffe (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO41-21 and IND13-4 regarding 
air quality.  See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 
regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

IND432-3

S-1709



INDIVIDUALS
IND432 – Linda Jaffe (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND433 – William and Christine Roche

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
The commentor’s statement to not sign an easement is noted.  
See the response to comment CO1-2.  See the response to 
comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  See the response to 
comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND433-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND433 – William and Christine Roche (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND434 – Chelsea Laible

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  As 
specified in section 4.12 earth movement makes up 3.1 percent of 
all incidents from 1993 through 2012. 

IND434-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND434 – Chelsea Laible (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion.

IND434-2

See the response to comment IND54-1 regarding delivery of pipe 
segments.  See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the 
comment meetings.

IND434-3

The commentor’s opposition and request to deny the proposed 
projects is noted.

IND434-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND435 – Janet L. Marsh

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding fossil fuels are noted. IND435-1

The commentor’s statements regarding Cabot and Williams are 
noted.

IND435-2

See response to comment CO47-1 regarding Williams’ safety 
record.  See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent 
domain.

IND435-3

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest (section 4.5.3), 
waterbodies (section 4.3.3), steep slopes (sections 2.3.2, and 
4.1.3; appendix G), shallow bedrock (sections 2.3.1 and 4.1.3; 
appendix I), wetlands (section 4.4 and appendix L), air quality 
(section 4.11.1), and farmland/agriculture (sections 2.3.2, 4.2, 
4.8.4, and appendix J). 

IND435-4

The commentor’s statement regarding gas leases is noted.  The 
Commission does not have a standard procedure that requires 
applicants to avoid steep slopes. 

IND435-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND435 – Janet L. Marsh (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO42-93 regarding herbicides and 
maintenance of the right-of-way.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS 
discusses potential impacts on water resources from blasting.  
See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion. 

IND435-6

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects 
is noted.

IND435-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik

Individual Comments

See response to comment CO47-1.  See the response to comment 
FA4-12 regarding our third-party compliance monitoring 
program.

IND436-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Diane Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1725



INDIVIDUALS
IND437 – Thomas M. Gorman

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding energy needs and wants 
are noted.  Section 3.1.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
energy conservation and energy efficiency.

IND437-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND437 – Thomas M. Gorman (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO26-19 and IND21-7.  Section 
3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable energy.  
The commentor’s request to reject the proposed projects is noted.

IND437-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Daniel J. Brignoli

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding an 
extension of the comment period.

IND438-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Daniel J. Brignoli (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Robert Lidsky

Individual Comments

As stated in section 1.3 of the EIS, table 1.3-1 lists the 
environmental issues that were identified during scoping and 
indicates the section of the EIS in which each issue is addressed.  
This includes comments received at the public scoping meetings, 
nearly 2,130 written comments and nearly 500 motions to 
intervene.  Table 1.3-1 also lists comments that were received 
after the formal scoping period closed.  All substantive comments 
related to environmental issues received on the draft EIS, are 
addressed in Volume I of the final EIS.  Furthermore, the FERC 
staff’s responses to each of these letters is contained in Volume II 
of the EIS, including those that were received after the comment 
period had closed.  We acknowledge that some very landowner 
specific issues (i.e., not general impacts) are best addressed in 
easement negotiations, and we have attempted to identify 
instances where we believe that is the case.

Our statement of “less than significant” was taken out of context.  
The full sentence reads “We conclude that the approval of the 
projects would have some adverse environmental impacts, but 
these impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.”

See the response to comment CO50-22 regarding signed 
easements.  See the response to comment FA1-1 and FA4-3 
regarding areas not surveyed.  See the response to comment FA8-
3 regarding eminent domain.

IND439-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Robert Lidsky (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND440 – Barbara Pete

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted. IND440-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND441 – Garrett Brignoli

Individual Comments

The pipeline routes lies on a parcel adjacent to the commentor’s 
property, on the opposing boundary line.  Therefore, no impacts 
would occur to the commentor’s parcel, and trees would remain 
between the commentor’s parcel and the pipeline route thereby 
preserving the commentor’s privacy. 

IND441-1

We assume the commentor is referring to chemicals used during 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comments LA1-4 and 
FA4-45 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

IND441-2

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values. IND441-3

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.

IND441-4

See the response to comment LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing. 

IND441-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND441 – Garrett Brignoli (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed projects are 
noted.

IND441-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND442 – Michael Stolzer

Individual Comments

The websites provided by the commentor are noted.  See the 
responses to comments CO26-19 and IND21-7.  See the response 
to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change. 

IND442-1

S-1735



INDIVIDUALS
IND443 – I. Funk

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments CO26-19 and IND21-7.IND443-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND443-2

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding the export of 
natural gas.  See the response to comment IND205-3 regarding 
gas prices.

IND443-3

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.IND443-4

Terrorism is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.IND443-5

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment SA6-1 
regarding climate change.

IND443-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND444 – Robert Stack

Individual Comments

Our assessment of this parcel can be found in section 3.4.3.2 of 
the EIS. Based on our analysis, we could not identify a viable 
route crossing for this parcel that was preferable to the proposed 
route.

IND444-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.

IND444-2

The commentor’s statements regarding tree clearing are noted.IND444-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND444 – Robert Stack (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See response to comment IND9-5 regarding unauthorized access 
of properties from the right-of-way.

IND444-4

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding property taxes.  
See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding road repairs.  See 
the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.  See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND444-5

See the response to comment CO50-55 regarding benefits of the 
projects.  See the response to comment IND30-1 regarding 
Leatherstocking.  See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding 
export of natural gas.

IND444-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND444 – Robert Stack (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding mitigation is noted. .IND444-7

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding our third-party 
monitoring program that would be used during construction.  See 
the response to comment SA4-10 regarding water wells. 

IND444-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND444 – Robert Stack (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.IND444-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND445 – Mark Pezzati

Individual Comments

The 50-foot-wide operational easement, MLVs, communication 
towers, and modifications to an existing compressor station 
would be the only aboveground visual references to the projects.  
Existing pipelines in the area (such as Millennium) have not 
resulted in an impact on tourism.  In addition, given the distance 
(nearly 20 miles) between the proposed pipeline and 
Cooperstown, impacts are unlikely.  See the responses to 
comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND445-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND445 – Mark Pezzati (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND445 – Mark Pezzati (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND446 – Wayne Stinson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND446-1S-1744



INDIVIDUALS
IND446 – Wayne Stinson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1745



INDIVIDUALS
IND446 – Wayne Stinson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1746



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND447-1

S-1747



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1748



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1749



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1750



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1751



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1752



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1753



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1754



INDIVIDUALS
IND448 – Allegra Schecter 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-6 regarding radon.IND448-1

S-1755



INDIVIDUALS
IND448 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d) 

Individual Comments

S-1756



INDIVIDUALS
IND449 – Thomas Gorman 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND449-1

S-1757



INDIVIDUALS
IND449 – Thomas Gorman (cont’d) 

Individual Comments

S-1758



INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney 

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND450-1

S-1759



INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND434-1.  See the response to 
comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND450-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1761



INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Field data were provided for any parcels for which Constitution 
was granted survey permission.  See the response to comment 
FA4-3 regarding unsurveyed parcels.  As stated in section 2.3.2.9 
of the EIS, subsurface springs or seeps encountered during 
excavation activities would be directed down-slope through 
drainage pipes or French drains.

IND450-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1763



INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1764



INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The Executive Summary has been revised to clarify the statement 
regarding regrowth of trees overtop of the pipeline.  This has 
since been removed from Constitution’s proposal due to technical 
infeasibility.

IND450-4

See response to comment FA1-1.IND450-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND451 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND451-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain. IND451-2

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages. 

IND451-3

S-1766



INDIVIDUALS
IND452 – Reanne Stack

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO1-2.  Noise impacts and 
proposed mitigation are discussed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS.  
See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND452-1

See the response to comment CO1-1.  See the response to 
comment LA7-5 regarding the export of natural gas.

IND452-2

See the response to comment CO1-2.IND452-3

S-1767



INDIVIDUALS
IND452 – Reanne Stack (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND452-4

S-1768



INDIVIDUALS
IND453 – Robert Stack

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  See the response to comment IND205-1 regarding 
jobs.

IND453-1

S-1769



See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding road repairs.  The 
FERC compliance monitors would also travel access roads in the 
area and monitor their condition Constitution’s use of them.  
Constitution has removed the Spread 4b contractor yard from its 
proposal. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

IND454-1

S-1770



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Kerry A. Lynch (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1771



See the responses to comments FA4-22 and IND110-6.  In 
addition, as stated in section 4.1.5 of the EIS, Constitution would 
conduct additional monitoring for wells and springs within karst 
areas.  Monitoring would be conducted by Constitution before 
the start of construction to establish a baseline and would 
continue through construction at a rate of twice a day when 
construction is occurring within 2,000 feet of the wells, springs, 
or groundwater flow path.  As stated in section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS, 
Constitution would test for water quality and quantity parameters 
prior to and after construction, and provide an alternative water 
source or a mutually agreeable solution in the event of 
construction-related impacts.  Additionally, in accordance with 
Constitution’s Plan, it would remove any stones larger than 4 
inches in diameter from the right-of-way.

INDIVIDUALS
IND455 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

IND455-1

S-1772



See responses to comments CO47-1 and IND13-3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND456 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

IND456-1

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding the 
communication towers.

IND456-2

See response to comment CO47-1. IND456-3

See response to comment FA1-1.IND456-4

S-1773



See the response to comment IND429-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND457 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

IND457-1

See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding communication 
towers.

IND457-2

Constitution and Iroquois’ proposals were evaluated and 
reviewed by the FERC engineers.

IND457-3

See response to comments FA1-1 and SA1-2.IND457-4

S-1774



As stated in table 1.5-1 of the EIS, Constitution submitted an 
Application for a General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
from Construction Activities to the NYSDEC in August 2013.  
The NYSDEC is the agency by law responsible for review and 
approval of the stormwater permit.  Inclusion of Constitution’s 
stormwater permit Application within the draft EIS would be 
redundant and constitute and administrative burden to the public.  
The EIS provides a discussion of the preferred route (section 2.0 
and 4.0), alternative routes (section 3.0), contractor yard(s) 
(section 2.2.3), permanent and temporary access roads (section 
4.8.1.5), and compressor stations (section 2.0 and 4.11.1). 
Measures to describe stormwater impacts and proposed 
mitigation are discussed in section 4.3 of  the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND458 – George Meszaros Jr.

Individual Comments

IND458-1S-1775



INDIVIDUALS
IND458 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1776



INDIVIDUALS
IND458 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1777



Table 2.3.2-1 of the EIS provides proposed alternative crossing 
methods if the trenchless crossing method fails.  Prior to 
construction Constitution must file geotechnical feasibility 
studies on our e-Library system which would be available to the 
public for review and comment.

INDIVIDUALS
IND459 – George Meszaros Jr.

Individual Comments

IND459-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND459 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1779



INDIVIDUALS
IND459 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1780



INDIVIDUALS
IND459 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1781



INDIVIDUALS
IND459 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1782



See the response to comment IND459-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND460 – George Meszaros Jr.

Individual Comments

IND460-1

S-1783



INDIVIDUALS
IND460 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1784



INDIVIDUALS
IND460 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1785



INDIVIDUALS
IND460 – George Meszaros Jr. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1786



Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest (section 4.5.3).

INDIVIDUALS
IND461 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

IND461-1
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See the response to comment CO1-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND462 – Joyce Bitran

Individual Comments

IND462-1

See the response to comment IND297-3 regarding agricultural 
lands.

IND462-2

See the response to comment IND106-1 regarding socioeconomic 
impacts.  See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property 
values, insurance, and mortgages.

IND462-3

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comment IND36-2 regarding snow 
melt.

IND462-4

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion and stormwater runoff. 

IND462-5

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding our third-party 
monitoring program.

IND462-6

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  
Terrorism is discussed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS.

IND462-7

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.  See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 
regarding flooding.  See the response to comment IND11-8 
regarding frost heaving. 

IND462-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND462 – Joyce Bitran (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND462-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND463 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the response to comments IND242-1 and IND292-8 
regarding setback distances.  See the response to comment 
IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND463-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.

IND464-1

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for waterbodies (section 4.3.3) and 
aquatic resources (section 4.6.2.3).

IND464-2

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding our third-party 
monitoring program. 

IND464-3

S-1791



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion. 

IND464-4

See the response to comment FA4-12.IND464-5

S-1792



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1793



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1794



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1795



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1796



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Philip Hulbert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1797



INDIVIDUALS
IND465 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export of natural 
gas.

IND465-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Jennifer Stinson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND341-12 regarding herbicides.  
Also see the response to comment IND193-4.

IND466-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND466-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Jennifer Stinson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1800



INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Jennifer Stinson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1801



INDIVIDUALS
IND467 – Janet Marsh

Individual Comments

Section 4.3.3.2 of the EIS has been revised to denote that some 
Town of Sidney residents use the reservoir as a primary water 
supply (for which the intake would be crossed by a HDD).  As 
described in section 2.3.2.2 of the EIS, throughout the drilling 
process a slurry of naturally occurring, non-toxic/non-hazardous, 
bentonite clay and water would be pressurized and pumped 
through the drilling head to lubricate the drill bit, remove drill 
cuttings, and hold the hole open.  This slurry, referred to as 
drilling mud or drilling fluid, has the potential to be inadvertently 
released to the surface.  Constitution would monitor the pipeline 
route and the circulation of drilling mud throughout the HDD 
operation for indications of an inadvertent release and would 
immediately implement corrective actions if a release is observed 
or suspected.  The corrective actions that Constitution would 
implement, including the agencies it would notify and the steps it 
would take to clean up and dispose of a release, are outlined in its 
Draft HDD Contingency Plan, which is discussed in section 4.3.3 
of the EIS.  Given that the intake would be 0.6 mile from the 
proposed crossing, impacts on the reservoir are not anticipated. 

IND467-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND467 – Janet Marsh (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1803



INDIVIDUALS
IND468 – Karen Detert

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND468-1

See the response to comment IND10-5 regarding benefits.  See 
the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment CO1-1.

IND468-2

See the response to comment LA10-1.  See the response to 
comment IND54-1 regarding delivery of pipe segments.

IND468-3

See the response to comment FA1-1.IND468-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND468 – Karen Detert (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND163-1.IND468-5

See the response to comment IND341-12 regarding defoliants.IND468-6

The commentor’s statements regarding eminent domain are 
noted.  See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent 
domain.

IND468-7

The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed projects are 
noted.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
renewable energy.

IND468-8S-1805



INDIVIDUALS
IND469 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.4.5 of the EIS, Constitution would mitigate 
impacts on wetlands in New York by restoring existing wetlands, 
enhancing the quality of existing wetlands, creating (establishing) 
wetlands, or preserving existing wetlands.  There is no 
connection whatsoever between wetland mitigation and funding 
for town emergency services.  In Pennsylvania, Constitution has 
preliminarily identified a wetland mitigation opportunity that 
would provide “in-kind” mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
caused by the pipeline project and resulting in no net loss of 
wetland function or area.  We agree that creating a fake, useless 
new water holding body would be pretty much worthless to the 
environment.

IND469-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND470 – Glen and Laura Bertrand

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND470-1

See response to comment FA1-1.IND470-2

See the response to comment FA4-29 regarding Constitution’s 
draft upland forest mitigation plan.

IND470-3

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1.IND470-4

See the response to comment IND9-5 regarding unauthorized use 
of the right-of-way.

IND470-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND470 – Glen and Laura Bertrand (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The stone walls are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  To the 
extent possible, Constitution has routed its pipeline to avoid these 
walls.

IND470-6

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
As discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS, landowners would be 
compensated for any marketable timber that is removed from 
their property during construction. 

IND470-7

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.IND470-8

S-1808



INDIVIDUALS
IND471 – Michael Stolzer

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  The New York Mainline Loop referenced 
by the commentor would not fall under the FERC jurisdiction.  
This project has been added to the cumulative impacts section 
4.13 of the EIS.

IND471-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND472 – Wayne Stinson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need.IND472-1

See the response to comment LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND472-2

S-1810



INDIVIDUALS
IND472 – Wayne Stinson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the air and noise sections 
of the EIS are noted.

IND472-3

S-1811



INDIVIDUALS
IND473 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND473-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND474 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding waterbodies is noted.  As 
stated in section 4.3.4 of the EIS, no long-term impacts on 
surface waters are anticipated as a result of the proposed projects 
because Constitution would not permanently affect the 
designated water uses, it would bury the pipeline beneath the bed 
of all waterbodies, it would implement erosion controls, and it 
would restore the streambanks and streambed contours as close 
as practical to pre-construction conditions.  The pipeline would 
not introduce any sterilization agents into the environment.

IND474-1

S-1813



INDIVIDUALS
IND475 – Joan Tubridy

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND205-1 regarding jobs.  See the 
response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
Potential impacts and mitigation on tourism are discussed in the 
EIS in section 4.9.2.  See the response to comment LA1-4 and 
FA4-45 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND475-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.  See the response to comment IND205-3 regarding gas 
prices.  See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export of 
natural gas.  See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding 
property values. 

IND475-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND475 – Joan Tubridy (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.  See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate 
change. 

IND475-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND476 – Michael L. Stolzer

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.IND476-1

S-1816



INDIVIDUALS
IND477 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND341-12 regarding herbicides. IND477-1

See the response to comment IND9-5 regarding unauthorized 
access to properties from the right-of-way.

IND477-2

S-1817



INDIVIDUALS
IND478 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-6 regarding emergency 
services.

IND478-1

See the response to comments CO41-21 and IND13-4 regarding 
air quality.  See the response to comment IND9-5 regarding 
unauthorized access. 

IND478-2

S-1818



INDIVIDUALS
IND479 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.  See the 
response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain. 

IND479-1

See the responses to comments CO50-55 and LA7-5 regarding 
our analysis of the projects’ benefits and the Applicants’ stated 
need.

IND479-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND480 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND480-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND481 – Raymond Lewis

Individual Comments

We are not sure what the commentor is referring to by “gas 
backed media,” as industrial incidents of various types are 
reported by newspapers, television news, and internet sites.  A 
vast majority of natural gas incidents involve local distribution 
lines that are not regulated by FERC.  See the response to 
comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the response to 
comments IND242-1 and IND292-8 regarding setback distances.  
See response to comment CO47-1.

IND481-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND482 – Brian Crabtree

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND482-1

As stated in section 1.2 of the EIS, the data presented in the EIS 
were obtained from several sources including desktop sources 
such as scientific literature and regulatory agency reports as well 
as field data collected by Constitution and Iroquois.  If the 
necessary access cannot be obtained through coordination with 
landowners and the proposed projects are certificated by the 
FERC, Constitution may use the right of eminent domain granted 
to it under section 7(h) of the NGA to obtain a right-of-way.  
Therefore, if the projects are certificated by the Commission, 
then it is likely that a substantial number of the outstanding 
surveys for Constitution’s project (and associated agency 
permitting) would have to be completed after issuance of the 
certificate.  This is not unusual for projects of this type.

IND482-2

See the response to comment CO1-2.IND482-3

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND482-4

See the responses to comments CO50-55 and LA7-5 regarding 
our analysis of the projects’ benefits and the Applicants’ stated 
project need.  The commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
projects is noted.

IND482-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND483 – James A. Sikora

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-55 and LA7-5 regarding 
benefit, need, and export.  See the response to comment IND13-3 
regarding safety and comment IND135-3 regarding the incident 
in Harlem.  See the response to comments LA8-3 and IND116-1 
regarding water quality.  Local distribution lines are typically 
very low pressure, and odorization helps in leak detection.  High 
pressure transmission lines are completely different.  Odorization
would provide little to no benefit.

IND483-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.

IND483-2

The commentor’s statement regarding signing an easement is 
noted.  See the response to comment LA4-2 regarding water well 
testing.

IND483-3

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  The commentor’s request to deny the 
proposed projects is noted.

IND483-4

S-1823



INDIVIDUALS
IND484 – Maria Luisa Tasayco

Individual Comments

The proposed project would transport natural gas, not oil.  See 
the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment IND13-3 
regarding safety and comment IND135-3 regarding the incident 
in Harlem. 

IND484-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment CO1-2.  See the response to 
comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding erosion.  The 
commentor’s statements regarding fossil fuels are noted.

IND484-2

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND484-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND485 – Kelli Cain

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  Potential impacts and mitigation on tourism 
are discussed in the EIS in section 4.9.2. 

IND485-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND486 – Dianne Sefcik

Individual Comments

See the response to comments FA1-1 and CO52-1.IND486-1

S-1826



INDIVIDUALS
IND487 – Mark VanLaeys

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND487-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment IND205-1 regarding jobs. 

IND487-2

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding compensation of 
landowners. 

IND487-3

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.IND487-4

The commentor’s opposition of the proposed projects is noted.IND487-5

S-1827



INDIVIDUALS
IND488 – Dru Dempsey

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the draft EIS is noted.  The 
commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.

IND488-1

S-1828



INDIVIDUALS
IND489 – Dianne Sefcik

Individual Comments

Section 1.2.5 has been revised as suggested.IND489-1

S-1829



INDIVIDUALS
IND490 – Timothy Camann

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding an easement is noted.IND490-1

The commentor’s statements regarding the alignment sheet is 
noted.  Constitution would be required to file a final set of 
alignment sheets prior to construction if the projects are 
approved. 

IND490-2

Our assessment of this parcel can be found in section 3.4.3.2 of 
the EIS where we recommended that Constitution adopt a minor 
route variation. 

IND490-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND490 – Timothy Camann (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA5-5.IND490-4

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding greenhouse gases.  
Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND490-5

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment LA7-5 
regarding export.

IND490-6

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.

IND490-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND490 – Timothy Camann (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO43-8 regarding collocation.  The 
regulations state that these areas should be avoided “where 
practical.”  Complete avoidance of all of these areas would not be 
realistic or practical.

IND490-8

Constitution would seek approval to begin construction as soon 
as possible after receiving all necessary federal authorizations.  
In-service would shortly follow completion of construction and 
restoration is proceeding satisfactorily.  See also the response to 
comment CO50-47.  Geotechnical feasibility studies would 
determine if the proposed trenchless crossing would be 
successful.  A trenchless crossing would only be used if the 
geotech report was favorable.  As stated in table 2.3.2-1, if a 
proposed trenchless crossing were to fail, Constitution would use 
a dry crossing method for all waterbodies.  We agree that 
Constitution’s desired in-service date of March 2015 is 
unrealistic given the current schedule for environmental review.

IND490-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND490 – Timothy Camann (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding the FERC’s 
third-party compliance monitor.  Construction crews within a 
spread are working together in an assembly line fashion.  
Therefore, the EI would be able to observe activities and 
available for consultations.  Completed restoration of all 
disturbed areas would need to be approved by the FERC.  As 
stated in Constitution’s ECPs, EIs would take photographs before 
and after clearing to aid with restoration.  The FERC is not aware 
of the use of computer graphics for contour modeling.  See the 
response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.
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S-1833



INDIVIDUALS
IND490 – Timothy Camann (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND491 – Epifanio Bevilacqua

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.IND491-1

See response to comment CO47-1.IND491-2

See the response to comment CO41-29 regarding the Central 
Compressor Station.  The commentor’s statements regarding the 
Applicants are noted.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND492 – Renee Nied

Individual Comments

Constitution has agreed to work with local officials to minimize 
traffic impacts on the public. 

IND492-1

Constitution has agreed to practice safe storage of explosives 
used for blasting in accordance with all applicable laws. 

IND492-2

See the response to comment IND492-1.IND492-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND492 – Renee Nied (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND492-2.IND492-4

See the response to comment IND492-1.  We have reviewed 
Constitution’s proposed contractor yard(s) and based on the 
proposed mitigation measures, we find them acceptable.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND493 – Edith Kantrowitz

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND493-1

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest (section 4.5.3), 
waterbodies (section 4.3.3), steep slopes (sections 2.3.2, and 
4.1.3; appendix G), soil compaction (section 4.2.2), shallow 
bedrock (sections 2.3.1 and 4.1.3; appendix I), wetlands (section 
4.4 and appendix L), air quality (section 4.11.1), and 
farmland/agriculture (sections 2.3.2, 4.2, 4.8.4, and appendix J). 

IND493-2

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND493-3

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS discusses renewable energy.

IND493-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND494 – Valerie Dudley

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.  See the response to comment 
SA2-1 regarding communication towers.  See the response to 
comment CO50-108 regarding the comment meetings.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND495 – Marie Reinertsen

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment IND13-3 
regarding safety.  See the response to comment IND135-3 
regarding the incident in Harlem.

IND495-1

See the response to comment CO1-1.  See the response to 
comment FA4-3 regarding surveys.  The commentor’s statement 
regarding opposition to alternative K is noted.

IND495-2

See the response to comment IND44-2.  The commentor’s 
statement regarding hydraulic fracturing is noted.

IND495-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Kathleen Brown

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding distribution of information 
is noted.  Landowner notifications have occurred in accordance 
with FERC regulations.

IND496-1

See the response to comment FA1-1.IND496-2

The commentor’s statement regarding rural communities is 
noted.  See the response to comment IND297-3 regarding farms. 

IND496-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Kathleen Brown (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment CO43-8 regarding collocation.

IND496-4

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  Constitution would not fill caves with 
concrete during construction of these proposed projects.

IND496-5

Constitution would select its pipe thickness in accordance with 
the DOT regulations in 49 CFR 192.  See the response to 
comment IND358-3 regarding pipeline coating.

IND496-6

As discussed in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, Constitution would 
install cathodic protection equipment along the pipeline to 
prevent the corrosion of metal surfaces over time.  Constitution 
and Iroquois would adhere to the inspection schedule dictated by 
PHMSA and outlined in table 2.6-1 of the EIS.  Corrective 
measures would be performed as needed.

IND496-7

See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding road repairs.  See 
the response to comment IND492-1 regarding traffic.

IND496-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Kathleen Brown (cont’d)

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.1.3.8 it is expected that a large portion of 
the bedrock would be ripped using conventional excavation 
techniques and blasting would not be required.  See the response 
to comment LA4-2 regarding water well testing.

IND496-9

See the response to comment IND297-3 regarding farms.  Trees 
may be replanted by the landowner within the construction right-
of-way.  Trees may not be planted within the 50 foot operational 
right-of-way.  Watersheds and surface waters are discussed in 
section 4.3.3 of the EIS. 

IND496-10

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export of natural 
gas.  See the response to comment IND205-3 regarding gas 
prices.

IND496-11

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing. 

IND496-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Kathleen Brown (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding notifications are noted.  
Landowner notifications have occurred in accordance with the 
FERC regulations.

IND496-13

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain 
and easement negotiations.

IND496-14

See the responses to comments FA4-12 (environmental 
compliance), CO47-1 (William’s safety record), and IND13-3 
and IND239-2 (regarding safety).  By signed agreement with the 
Office of Pipeline Safety (within the USDOT-PHMSA), the state 
inspects interstate gas and hazardous liquid pipeline operators in 
New York.  Also, through certification by the OPS, the state 
inspects and enforces the pipeline safety regulations for intrastate 
gas and hazardous liquid pipeline operators in New York.  This 
work is performed by the New York Public Service Commission.  
http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/FactSheets/States/NY_State_
PL_Safety_Regulatory_Fact_Sheet.htm.

IND496-15

If there was an incident, the gas would vent to the atmosphere 
and would not contaminate the ground or water.  See the 
response to comment IND496-7 regarding cathodic protection.  
In addition the proposed pipeline would be coated with an epoxy 
to reduce corrosion.  See the response to comment IND13-3 
regarding safety.

IND496-16

See the response to comment IND11-8 regarding frost heave.IND496-17

The information regarding the incident in Marshall County is 
noted.  See the responses to comments LA1-6 (emergency 
responders) and LA5-3 (insurance). Constitution’s Community 
Grant Program has already benefitted emergency responders in 
Schoharie County, New York as described in section 4.12.1 of 
the EIS.

IND496-18
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INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Kathleen Brown (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-6 regarding emergency 
services.  Schoharie County has also received Community Grant 
funding.

IND496-19

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.  See the response to comment CO45-1 
regarding liability for an accident. 

IND496-20

See the response to comment CO43-8.IND496-21

The commentor’s statements regarding rural communities are 
noted.  See the response to comment IND241-1 regarding class 
areas.

IND496-22

Section 4.12 of the EIS provides a discussion of the potential 
impact radius.

IND496-23
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INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Kathleen Brown (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND341-12 regarding herbicides.  
See the response to comment IND193-4 regarding herbicides on 
directly impacted parcels.  The commentor’s request to stop the 
pipeline is noted. 

IND496-24
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INDIVIDUALS
IND497 – Peter Hudiburg

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion. 

IND497-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.  See the response to comment LA1-4 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND497-2

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change 
and GHGs.  Cumulative impacts on air quality are discussed in 
section 4.13.6.10 of the EIS.  Additional gas lines, compressor 
stations, and LNG facilities would be speculative and not 
reasonably foreseeable and therefore not feasible to include in the 
cumulative impacts analysis.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND497 – Peter Hudiburg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO26-19 and IND21-7 regarding 
the use of natural gas.  See the response to comment LA7-5 
regarding need.  See the response to comment LA9-4 regarding 
natural gas reserves.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a 
discussion of renewable energy.

IND497-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND497 – Peter Hudiburg (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND497 – Peter Hudiburg (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND497 – Peter Hudiburg (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  The 
commentor’s statement regarding the potential impact radius is 
noted.  The equation to calculate the potential impact radius is 
provided by regulations at 49 CFR 192.903(4)(c).

IND498-1

The commentor’s statements regarding the Carlsbad, New 
Mexico incident are noted.  The potential impact radius 
calculation is defined by the DOT and cannot be changed by the 
Commission.  The definition of a high consequence area (HCA) 
as defined by DOT is described in section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  A 
summary of pipeline incidents can be found in section 4.12.1 of 
the EIS.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1854



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment LA1-6 regarding emergency 
services.

IND498-3

The commentor’s statements regarding HCAs are noted.  The 
commentor’s opposition is noted.

IND498-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND499 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND499-1

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion and stormwater runoff.  See the response to comment 
CO41-44 regarding landslides.  See the response to comment 
LA1-1 regarding road repairs.  See the response to comment 
LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND499-2

See the response to comments IND106-1 and CO50-55 regarding 
benefits of the proposed projects.  The commentor’s statements 
regarding Amphenol are noted.

IND499-3

See the response to comment IND297-3 regarding agricultural 
lands.  See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property 
values.  As stated in section 4.9.2 of the EIS, the impacts on 
tourism due to construction of the proposed pipeline are expected 
to be minimal.

IND499-4

See the response to comment LA1-1 regarding property tax. IND499-5

See response to comment CO47-1 regarding William’s safety 
record.  See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND499-6

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export. IND499-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND499 – Kerry A. Lynch (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND499-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND500 – John Hviid

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  Section 3.2 of the EIS provides a discussion 
of the feasibility of using existing pipeline systems and 
modifying existing pipeline systems to meet the proposed project 
objectives.  See the response to comment CO43-8 regarding 
collocation.

IND500-1

The commentor’s request for independent monitoring is noted. 
See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment IND239-2.  See the response to comment 
IND385-7 regarding monitoring and valves. 

IND500-2

Pipeline right-of-ways are not generally fenced off.  As part of 
their individual easement agreements with Constitution, 
landowners may negotiate the use of fencing and any additional 
compensation.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND500 – John Hviid (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
The commentor appears to be referencing the case Kentuckians 
United to Restrain Eminent Domain, Inc. v. Bluegrass Pipeline 
Company, LLC.  The Bluegrass Pipeline would transport natural 
gas liquids and these facilities do not fall under the NGA.  
Facilities certificated under the NGA can convene the use of 
eminent domain to the applicant. 
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INDIVIDUALS
IND501 – Patrick Rider

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1 regarding extension of the 
comment period.  See the response to comment IND297-3 
regarding agricultural lands.

IND501-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND502 – William Huston

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.  See the response to comment 
SA2-1 regarding the communication towers.  See the response to 
comment CO50-108 regarding the comment meetings.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND503 – Dianne Sefcik

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding eminent domain is noted.  
See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND503-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND503 – Dianne Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti

Individual Comments

The commentor’s introduction and credentials are noted..IND504-1S-1868



INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA7-5 and CO26-18.IND504-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO42-41.  See the response to 
comment FA4-18 regarding system and collocated alternatives.  
See the responses to comments LA7-5 and CO26-18 regarding 
destination markets.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA7-5 and CO26-18. IND504-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO26-18.  Leadership positions at 
FERC are subject to financial disclosures to avoid conflicts of 
interest.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding project need.  
Constitution has precedent agreements, that is binding contracts, 
with its customers for the delivery of natural gas.  Major natural 
gas pipelines, costing hundreds of millions of dollars or more, are 
not built based on uncertain or speculative customer bases. 

IND504-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Natural gas delivery infrastructure is not designed only to meet 
current demand, barely meet current demand, or fall just short of 
expected demand.  Infrastructure is designed to have adequate 
capacity to be able to accommodate both baseline need and peak 
periods (such as extreme hot or extreme cold days) and to plan 
and account for increasing demand over time in advance.  See the 
response to comment LA7-5 regarding project need.  We 
recognize and acknowledge the multitude of pipeline projects 
that are and as proposed would serve markets in New York and 
New England.  See the response to comment CO32-1 regarding 
regional development of pipelines. 
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The information regarding Leatherstocking’s estimated delivery 
amounts to local towns was not available at the time of 
publication of the draft EIS, so it was not possible to include that 
information in the document at that time.  The EIS has been 
updated with new information regarding Leatherstocking’s plans.  
See the responses to comments FA4-46 and SA2-4. 
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1892



INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Anne Marie Garti (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA7-5 and CO26-18.  The 
Northeast Direct Project, formerly known as the Northeast 
Expansion project, would according to published reports extend 
from Pennsylvania to Wright, New York, and then on to Dracut, 
Massachusetts.  Given this apparent configuration, the Northeast 
Direct Project likely would not be suitable to transport all or even 
most of Constitution’s capacity.  We have included discussion of 
the Northeast Direct Project in an updated section 4.13.  If the 
Northeast Direct Project is pursued, then it would be subject to its 
own environmental review. 
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INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Heidi Nakashima

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND505-1

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment LA5-3 
regarding property values.  See the response to comment CO1-2.  
Potential impacts and mitigation on tourism are discussed in the 
EIS in section 4.9.2.  See the response to comment IND11-1 
regarding organic farms.

IND505-2

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for forest and interior forest (section 
4.5.3), waterbodies (section 4.3.3), endangered species (section 
4.7), steep slopes (sections 2.3.2, and 4.1.3; appendix G), shallow 
bedrock (sections 2.3.1 and 4.1.3; appendix I), wetlands (section 
4.4 and appendix L), air quality (section 4.11.1), and 
farmland/agriculture (sections 2.3.2, 4.2, 4.8.4, and appendix J).  
See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
stormwater runoff.

IND505-3

See the response to comment FA4-24 regarding hydrostatic 
testing.

IND505-4

Sensitive species and habitats are identified through field survey 
and consultation with state and federal agencies.

IND505-5

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  Earthquakes are discussed in section 4.1.3.1 of the EIS. 

IND505-6

See the response to comment IND11-8 regarding frost. IND505-7

See the response to comment IND496-7 regarding pipeline 
inspections.  See also the response to comment CO47-1.

IND505-8

Given the depth at which the pipeline would be buried (see table 
2.3.1-1 in the EIS), a bullet used for hunting would not reach the 
pipeline. 

IND505-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Heidi Nakashima (cont’d)

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.12 of the EIS, Constitution representatives 
have already met with emergency services departments in four of 
the counties that would be affected by the proposed projects, and 
they would continue to meet with the departments in all of the 
counties along the pipeline route annually.  Constitution would 
provide these departments with emergency numbers and 
emergency response plans.  Affected public landowners, 
emergency responders, public officials, and excavators would 
receive annual updates about the pipeline.

IND505-10

See the response to comment IND53-1 regarding abandonment of 
the pipeline.  Some pipelines are abandoned in place and 
sometimes they are removed. 

IND505-11

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND505-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Heidi Nakashima (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment CO50-55 regarding benefits.

IND505-13
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INDIVIDUALS
IND506 – Robert Strother

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.IND506-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND506 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND507 – Clark J. Rhoades

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition of the proposed 
projects are noted.  Remotely controlled MLVs would be 
continuously monitored at Constitution’s gas control center and 
in the event of an incident, an electronic command for valve 
closure can be sent.  As stated in section 2.2.2 of the EIS, 
Constitution would use remotely controlled MLVs along the 
pipeline route.  Table 2.1.2-1 in the EIS provides the location for 
each of the 11 MLVs.  

As stated in section 4.12 of the EIS, Congressional law states that 
automatic or remote control shut-off valves are required.  See the 
response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety and risk.  The 
commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted. 
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INDIVIDUALS
IND507 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND507 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND507 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND507 – Clark J. Rhoades (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to move the proposed route is noted.  
The proposed pipeline would be approximately 150 feet from the 
commentor’s house.  There are literally thousands, if not tens of 
thousands, of residences in the United States within 10 10 100 
feet of a high-pressure natural gas transmission pipeline.  See the 
response to comments IND13-3 and CO47-1 regarding safety.  
The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND508 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND509 – William Huston

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND509 – William Huston (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1914



INDIVIDUALS
IND509 – William Huston (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND509 – William Huston (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND509 – William Huston (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND510 – Jill A. Wiener

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding project need.

IND510-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND510-2

See the response to comment CO1-1.IND510-3

See the response to comment FA4-2 regarding expansion.IND510-4

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.  
See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND510-5

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND510-6

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need. IND510-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND510 – Jill A. Wiener (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND511 – Robert Strother

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety. IND511-1

See the response to comment CO1-2.IND511-2

See the response to comment IND508-1.IND511-3

S-1920



INDIVIDUALS
IND511 – Robert Strother (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1921



INDIVIDUALS
IND512 – Laura Pierson

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing. 

IND512-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND512-2

See the response to comment CO50-55 regarding benefits of the 
proposed projects.

IND512-3

S-1922



INDIVIDUALS
IND513 – Teresa Winchester

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need.IND513-1

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND513-2

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.  See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate 
change. 

IND513-3

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.  The commentor’s statements 
regarding the proposed projects are noted.

IND513-4

S-1923



INDIVIDUALS
IND513 – Teresa Winchester (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1924



INDIVIDUALS
IND514 – Allegra Schecter

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND514-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.  We note that the commentor’s quoted 
article refers to property values as related to nearby drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing.  The Constitution pipeline would do neither. 

IND514-2

S-1925



INDIVIDUALS
IND514 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1926



INDIVIDUALS
IND514 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1927



INDIVIDUALS
IND515 – Dianne Sefcik

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  The commentor’s request for additional public 
meetings is noted. 

IND515-1

S-1928



INDIVIDUALS
IND515 – Dianne Sefcik (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding proximity to residences is 
noted.  See the response to comment IND292-8 regarding setback 
distances. 

IND515-2

The FERC staff conducts independent analyses of the proposed 
projects and discloses its findings through NEPA in the form of 
an EIS (for these projects).  After the NEPA process has been 
completed, the Commissioners at the FERC, who are appointed 
by the President, decide whether or not to approve the projects.

IND515-3

S-1929



INDIVIDUALS
IND516 – Linda Bevilacqua

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.

IND516-1

S-1930



INDIVIDUALS
IND517 – Bob Rosen

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO43-17 regarding alternatives.  A 
project within New York City would result in greater impacts 
than the proposed project.  The purpose of the alternatives section 
is not to compare the proposed projects to projects with different 
purposes and needs but to compare it to alternatives that could 
meet the same goals.

IND517-1

S-1931



INDIVIDUALS
IND517 – Bob Rosen (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1932



INDIVIDUALS
IND517 – Bob Rosen (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1933



INDIVIDUALS
IND517 – Bob Rosen (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1934



INDIVIDUALS
IND517 – Bob Rosen (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1935



INDIVIDUALS
IND518 – Anthony Baroni

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding bullying by Constitution 
are noted.  See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding 
eminent domain.

IND518-1

See the response to comment CO39-3.IND518-2

The commentor’s statements regarding the draft EIS is noted.  
See the response to comment CO50-22 regarding signed 
easements.

IND518-3

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.IND518-4

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding easement 
negotiations.  See the response to comment IND518-3. 

IND518-5

S-1936



INDIVIDUALS
IND518 – Anthony Baroni (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding maps provided by 
Constitution are noted.  See the response to comment IND518-2. 

IND518-6

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.  As 
discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, the shippers want to ship the 
gas from Susquehanna County, Pennsylvania to Wright, New 
York.  The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is 
noted.

IND518-7

S-1937



INDIVIDUALS
IND519 – Dave Elder

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need and export. IND519-1

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.IND519-2

We assume the commentor is referring to hydraulic fracturing.  
See the response to comment LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND519-3

S-1938



INDIVIDUALS
IND520 – Thomas Gorman

Individual Comments

Most private companies consider that making a profit is a valid 
objective.  See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate 
change.  See the response to comment CO42-41.

IND520-1

Collocation may result in less land acquired through eminent 
domain; however, environmental impacts must also be evaluated.  
Vegetation would still be cleared and waterbodies and wetlands 
crossed in order to collocate with an existing right-of-way.  The 
use of “we” throughout the EIS denotes the FERC staff. 

IND520-2

S-1939



INDIVIDUALS
IND520 – Thomas Gorman (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1940



INDIVIDUALS
IND521 – Andra Leimanis

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.IND521-1

See the response to comment IND297-3 regarding agricultural 
lands.

IND521-2

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion and stormwater runoff.  See the response to comments 
CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding flooding. 

IND521-3

See the response to comment CO1-2.  See the response to 
comment IND496-7 regarding corrosion protection.  Section 4.12 
of the EIS provides a discussion regarding pipeline leaks. 

IND521-4

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.IND521-5

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  The commentor’s opposition to the 
proposed projects is noted.

IND521-6

S-1941



INDIVIDUALS
IND521 – Andra Leimanis (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1942



INDIVIDUALS
IND522 – Florence Carnahan

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  The commentor’s opposition to the 
proposed projects is noted.

IND522-1

S-1943
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